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REMARKS 

Claims 1, 5-30, 32 and 35-38 are pending. By virtue of this response, no claims have been 
cancelled, amended, or added. Accordingly, claims 1, 5-30, 32 and 35-38 are currently under 
consideration. 

For the Examiner's convenience, Applicants' remarks are presented in the same order in 
which the issues were raised in the Office Action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

Claims 1, 5-18, 20-30, 32 and 35-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as allegedly being 
anticipated by Thompson et al., U.S. Patent Number 6,869,695. 

The claims were previously amended to indicate that the emission from the at least one 
admixed phosphorescent emitter is predominantly exciton emission. The Examiner stated that 
"[t]he manner in which the emission is provided is not given any patentable weight." 

The Applicants respectfully disagree. The devices of the Thompson patent are quite distinct 
from the devices of the instant invention. Thompson reiterates several times that both monomer 
(i.e., exciton) and aggregate (i.e., excimer or exciplex) emission is required for an efficient white 
OLED device. This is stated clearly in Thompson, for example, at column 10, lines 49-50, 
Thompson states that "[o]ne of the emissive centers will form an aggregate to give a broad emission 
spectrum." See also column 8, line 66 to column 9, line 3: "We have found that the solution to 
achieving an efficient white emitting OLED involves obtaining emission from two luminescent 
emitters in a single emissive region, wherein one of the emissive centers is a monomer and the other 
emissive center is an aggregate." 

In contrast, the devices as instantly claimed rely on primarily exciton (monomer) emission 
from the phosphorescent compound. See the instant specification at paragraph [00031], pages 9-10. 
Example 7 at paragraph [00045], page 13 also indicates the importance of charge trapping on a 
non-aggregated Ir(HFP) 3 molecule. When Ir(HFP) 3 was present at less than 10" 3 weight percent, 
white emission was obtained. When the concentration of Ir(HFP) 3 was present at greater than 10" 1 
weight percent, the emitted light was red. Increasing the concentration of Ir(HFP) 3 will increase 
aggregate emission and decrease exciton emission; hence the limitation in the instant claims that the 
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emission from the phosphorescent compound should be primarily excitonic in nature, to prevent 
excessive red emission. This should be compared to Thompson's disclosure, where doping levels of 
6% or higher are recommended (see Thompson, column 11, line 64 to column 12, line 5). The 
devices of the Thompson patent clearly are not the same as the devices of the instant invention. 

In view of the dramatic distinctions between the Thompson patent and the instant claims, 
withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully requested. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), as allegedly being unpatentable over 
Thompson et al., U.S. Patent Number 6,869,695 in view of Bazan et al., U.S. Patent Number 
6,999,222. 

As indicated above, the disclosure of the Thompson patent leads to very distinct devices 
than the disclosure of the instant specification. The invention as instantly claimed requires 
primarily excitonic emission from the phosphorescent emitter. The Thompson patent teaches 
aggregate emission and a high doping level; indeed, a doping level over 0.1% in the instant 
invention leads to red light emission (see Example 7 at page 13, as noted above), while Thompson 
recommends a 6% doping level or higher (Thompson, column 11, line 64 to column 12, line 5). 
Combining the teachings of the Bazan et al. patent with the teachings of the Thompson patent would 
not result in a white-light emitting device. In view of the fact that combining the references does 
not satisfy all the limitations of the instant claims (particularly the limitation of combined emission 
with CIE coordinates of, or close to the CIE coordinates of, pure white light), withdrawal of this 
rejection is respectfully requested. 
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CONCULSION 

In view of the above, each of the presently pending claims in this application is believed 
to be in immediate condition for allowance. Accordingly, the Examiner is respectfully requested to 
withdraw the outstanding rejection of the claims and to pass this application to issue. If it is 
determined that a telephone conference would expedite the prosecution of this application, the 
Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at the number given below. 

In the event the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office determines that an extension and/or 
other relief is required, applicant petitions for any required relief including extensions of time and 
authorizes the Commissioner to charge the cost of such petitions and/or other fees due in connection 
with the filing of this document to Deposit Account No. 03-1952 referencing docket no. 
220002071600. However, the Commissioner is not authorized to charge the cost of the issue fee to 
the Deposit Account. 

Dated: December 24, 2008 Respectfully submitted, 

Electronic signature: /Robert K. Cerpa/ 
Robert K. Cerpa 

Registration No.: 39,933 
MORRISON & FOERSTER LLP 
755 Page Mill Road 
Palo Alto, California 94304-1018 
(650) 813-5715 



pa-1268320 



